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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM

-

Qverview of the Program

v The Program for Institutionalized Children 1975-76 provided a
supplementary individualized reading and/or mathematics remedial program,
utilizing a diagnostic-prescripﬁive approach with the Croft Reading and
Base Mathematics materials in which achievement was measured by means —
of Criterion-Referenced Testing (CRT) procedures. Targeted pupils, all
Title I eligible, numbering over 2,000 were identified as neglected or .
delinquent children, public or non-public, residing institutionally in
loco parentis, and several years deficient in reading and/or mathematics
skills,

Masfg;y in measured achievement was defined by the criterion of
two or more NYSED coded instructional objectives passed from the Croft
Reading/Base Mathematics systems per every 60 hours of the individualized/
tutorial mode exposure for 70% of the non-graded (K-12 equivalent) population
from the more than 100 state coded objectives ava%lable.

From its origins under Title I federal fﬂndiﬁé in the 1970-71
school year, the Program forAinstitutionalized Children has completed
its sixth year of operation under a $1,050,156 budget. This sixth year,
the service was expanded to 2,580 treatment cases in 38 institutions at
146 sites up 18.3% from the 2,181 serviced in 35 institutions at 98 sites

for the 1974~75 school year as reported. by Ramsay.l -

lJames G. Ramsay, Program for Institutionalized Children, 1974-75.

B/E # 09-59636~T4, Office of Educationa].eiEvaluation.

()]



The service provided was the more remarkable under a downward adjusted
budget to approximately $950,000, since the targeted population of 2,200
2pupils K-12 was exceeded by 17;3%{7and”the targeted per pupil cost of
$509.29 was reduced $141.07 t§ $368,22 actual expenditure.

Institutionalized children suffering reading and/or mathematics
deficiencies in the group homes or larger institutions served were Title I
eligible by reason of separatibn from their genealogical families under.
four definitions:

neglected public‘school pupils

-neglected non-public school pupils

delinquent public school pupils

delinquent non-public school pupils.

The Project Proposal was violated by collaﬁsing the vanishingly
small number of non-public school pupilé (not further identified) into
the two 'public school categories of "neglected" and "delinquent" program
participants,

v _The service provided by the program was limited to & diagnostic-
prescriptive approach to reading and mathematics remediation, carried
on as an.after-school supplementary service, by a corps of travelling
("itinerant") Title I funded teacheré, characteristically twc or three
days per week in two or four hour blocks.of time{) The days of service
and the hours were Monday through Thursday inciusive, 3-5 P.M., 5:30-

_7:30.P.M., 6-8 P.M., 6:30-8:30 P.M., 2nd 7-9 P.M. The Program did not
operate Fridays. The funding perioca was September 1, 1975 through
June 30, 1976, inclusive.

Y Virtually 100% of the population in the institutionalized setting

were from minority groups in New York City (mostly Black and Puerto
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Rican), from low SES (socic-economic status) families and neighborhoods,
and, virtually all students levelled (measured) by standardized instru-
ments, including the W.R.A.T. (Wide Range Achievement Test) showed exten-
sive retardation in readiné'and/or mathematics. Consequently, this
population was Title I eligible.

Participants were selected on the basis of their identified needs
for remediation in reading and/or mathematics by test levelling and by
recommendations of institutional personnel including institutional
counselors, psychologists or social workeis; or by regular day public
school téachers and guidance personnel making.recommendations. The number
of participants who could be sérved at each institutional site was limited
largely Ey the funding allocation budgeted to each institutional setting,
and the liﬁited number of hours of the assigned itinerant Title I teachers.,

The staff, according to the Project Proposal, consisted of over 300
Title I personnel, virtually all of whom were funded on a part-time

-basis. The staff breakdown was as follows:

1 Coordinator 3 Specialist Teachérs
1 Assistant Coordinator 2 Guidance Counselors
1 Mission Coordinator : 1 Psychologist

4 Borough Area Sup;fvisors 33 Paraprotessionals
13 Institutional Teachers-in-Charge 6 School Secr;taries

229 Teachers, reading and/or math 8 Clerks
.- Total program persomnel = 302
The instrgépional mode was largely one to one tutorial, with sessions

running 30 to 60 minutes in duration twice weekly on the basis of



deficiencies diagnoted by pretesting and learning mediated by a wide
range of focused materials in reading/math studied as individualized
instruetion.

‘Evaluation was based on the criterion referenged testing model
(otherwise referred to as mastery-by-objectives) from diagnosfic-
prescriptive inputs in a pre—posttest-édministration sequence as foilows:
Following diagnosis of specific skill areaé needing rémediation,'the
appropriate narrowly focused pretest was administered. Depending upon
nonmastery on the specified skill test, appropriate curriculum materials
were given for a variable number of sessions on an individuwalized instruc-
tional basis, tuforial mode, until said material appeared to be acQﬁired
according to the instructor. Then, the same skill was ﬁosttested in
the same way, Nonmastery was followed by recycled instruction in that
objective. 'Posttest mastery was fcllowed by pretesting on another, often
related but different, specified sgkill objective, and *he process was
repeated‘throughout the funding period'on an open-ended variable time
basis.

_ Diverse materials were in use: For testing in readiﬁg, the McGuire-
Burpus (1971 edition) Croft Reading System was supplemented by programed
'instructional, workbook, mmlti-level kit, journal, story and audio-visual
materials, presented principally in the printed medium, For testing in
mathematics the Media Research Associates (1973 editioﬁ)‘seven-level Base
Mathematics System was supplemented by programed instructional, workbook,
milti-level k*t, problem-solving puzzles, mathematical games,‘céhputational/

. programmable machines and calculators, presented principally in the

9



printed medium.

Program Objective and Code lListings

According to the Evaluation Design of Julv 1575, the program objective
was stafed as follows: "To help pupils echieve mastery of instructional
objectives in reading and mathematics which they failed prior to instruc-
tion as measured by the Croft (Reading) «nd Base (Mathematics) Criterion-
Referenced Tests.2 |

The Code listings are as follows:

PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN

Component Codes:

Reading (Nesglected)

B/E #09-69636-T9
School Year 1975-76

Reading (Delinguent)

Grades 1- 3 608 43 "608 53
L. 6 608 Lb 608 54

T- 9 608 L5 608 55

10-12 608 56

608 L6

Mathemstics (Neglected) Mathematics (Delinquent)

Grades 1- 3 609 L3 609 53
4- 6 609 -l 609 5k
7- 9 609 L5 609 55
10~12 609 46 609 56

Activity Code:  T720--Small Group Instruction

Overall Objective Code:

801L--Cognitive Achievement, based on

Norm~Referenced Testing was replaced by 28 reading objective codes, New

York State Education Department, and by 59 mathematics objective codes,

New York State Education Department, corrgsponding to over 150 Croft

“William Roth, Evaluation Design: B/E #09-69636-79, "School Year

1975~76 Program for Institutionalized Children."

. tional Evaluation.

B/E, Office of Educa-

i0



Reading materials, and ?.se Math System materiéls 6£jectivéfclassifica-
tions. The NYSED Ce¢.lar 2res

Reading 2101-2409 (discontinuous)

Mathematics 1101-1902 (discontinuous)

The three evaluation objective§ and their modifications are
presented in Chapter iI.

Participating Institutions and Cross-
Reference to Other Piograms

Participation in this Title I supplementary after-school reading/
mathematics remediation pfogram was voluntary with each participating
institution. The program coordinator's office has revealed that many
institutions for dependent neglected/delinquent children exist outside
of the 38 participating in 1975-76 whose population is almost entirely
Title I eligible. A small number of institutional addiﬁions and dropouts
occur each funded year. Although.some institutioﬁs have reported limited
tutorial remedial after-school services available within house, the organ-
ized professional itinerant service provided by the Board of Education
teacuing staff with its surfeit of reading/math materials and public

funding does not exist outside of Program for Institutionalized Children.

In that sense this program is unique, and does not cross-reference other
known programs in the sou.hernmost (largest) LEA in New York State.
On the basis of projected ﬁeeds assessment then, the Program Office main-
tains that the coverage of this program could easily be doubled.

The great majority of participating institutions reuresent éhildrén's

organizations of the major religions in the area served. This can often

Q ' 11




be noted from the institutional name., However, the population served

is selected nondenominationally without formal quotas and consisted almost
entirely of Black and Puerto Rican children. Only a small minority of
participating institutions are publicly supported; e.g., the city's
Department of Social Services Group Homes or the Spofford Juvenile
Detention Center. The classified list and function numter of institutions

participating September 1975~June 1976 follows: .-
Reading and Math

Neglected Childreu Unless Otherwise
B/E Function No. Institutional Name Indicated

#09-696 38 Astor Home for Children

4o Brooklyn Home for Children'

41 Catholic Guardian Soc. (Brooklyn)

42 Catholic Guardian Soc. (New York)

43 Catholic Home Bureau

hy . Children's Center = = = ~ = = = = = = - = Reading only

45 Childville, Inc. .

46 Covenzut House

L7 Divine Providence Shelter

48 Edenwald School

49 Friendly Homes

50 Girls Town .

51 Hebrew Childrens Home

52 Hegeman Diagnostic Center

53 Hillecrest Center Annex

54 Henry Ittleson Center

55 Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. Home

56 Lutheran Community Services : :

58 McMahon Memorial Shelter = = = = = - -~ - Reading only

59 Mission of the Immaculate Virgin

60 N.Y. Dept. of Social Services Group Home

61 N.Y. Dept. of Social Services Group Residence

62 N.Y. Foundling Hospital

65 Ohel Children's lome

66 Ottilie Home for Children N

68 Queens Soc. for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children

70 St. Barnabus House

T3 st. John's Residence

Th St. Joseph's Children's Services

75  St. Michael's Home

76 St. Vincent's Hall

78 Woodycrest Youth Services

12




: Reading and Math
Delinquent Children Unless Otherwise

B/E Function No. Institutional Name Indicated
#09-696 57 Marion Hall 4
63 Non Secure Detention Home
6k Odyssey House
¥ T St. Germaine Group Home
72 St. Helena's Residence
77 Spofford Juvenile Center - - - - - = - = Reading only

13




Chapter II: EVALUATION PROCEDURES

Program Objective

A single program objective is the focus of this Title I remedial
after-school hours service, as described more fully previously in
Chapter I. A; stated in the Evaluation Design of 1975, it reads:

To help pupils achieve mastery of ingtructional objectives

in reading and mathematics which they fail prior to instruction

as measured by the Croft (Reading) and Base (Mathematics)
Criterion Referenced tests. (Roth)3

Evaluation Objectives and Their Modifications

Of the three objectives and changes necessitated in them during
the course of the project evaluation, the first two deal with data
processing, analysis and reporting. The third is the implementation
objective based on field observations and interviews.

Evaluation Objective 1. Again as taken from the design:

To determine if, as a result of participation in the program,
70 percent of the pupils master instructional objectives which
prior teo the program they did not master in proportion to the
following intervals of instruction: at least two for less than
60 hours; at least three for 60-80 hours; end at least iwur
instructional objectives for more than 80 hours of instruction.

Method. Using the Spring 1975 City-Wide test results as a
leveler, ell participants will be administered, as a pretest,
nelected criterion-referenced tests from the CROFT (Reading)

and BASE (Math) to ascertain individual instructional

objectives for each pupil. For each instructional ovjective
diagnosed as requiring remediation (as determines oy pretest
failure), a posttest will be sdministered on an individual basis

3William Roth (July 1975). Evaluation Design; School Year 1975-~76.
Program for Institutionalized Children. B/E #09-696-36. Brooklyn, N.Y.:

Office of Educational Evaluation,



after an appropriate interval of instruction. For each instructional

objective, results of passing and failing on both the pretest and

the posttest will be recorded on the Class Evaluation Record

(C.E.R.}.

Anelysis. Data will be analyzed according to length of exposure

to insiruction. Results will be presented in tabwlar form ascertain-

ing the percentage of participants demonstrating mastery or non-

mastery of each instructional objective (according to SED classifica-
tion system) at initial testing, and final testing separately for
each of the following intervals of instruction:
4., less than 60 hours: .
= b. between 60 and 80 hours
c. above 80 hours.

The design for Evaluation Objective 1 was not impiemented, or more
accurately, it can be said was only partially implemented by the following
modifications:

1. The City-Wide Spring 1975 test results were usually not generally
available to either institutional personnel serving in loco parentis or
to the itinerant Title I part-time after-school instructors to serve as
leveler, As stated in Chapter I, one of the most frequently zvailable
levelers was the W,R.A.T. (Wide Ranging Achievemeni Test) which would
be administered by an institutional social worker or a travelling teacher
(referred to by Ramsay in 1974-75 report as "tutors") who did not have inter-
face with day school records or administrators. Moreover,'City-Wide
tests were not taken by all grade groupings, were not taken by nonpublic
school pupils, and were often not taken by ‘institutionalized children
with a severe language handicap (i.e., recent arrivals from Puerto Rico,
emotionally disturbed pupils in delinquent or maximum security settings).

To date, an adequate comprehensive automatically processing method of

access to institutionalized children's latest test scores is wanting




which would fuﬁnel up-to~date test scores to Title I teachérs. In many
cases, they find it more convenient to apply & more rapid procedure
(i.e., the W.R.A.T.) themselves on site,

2. Another imperfectly followed design modality was the testing
procedure in the bROFT (Reading) and/or ‘ne 4:3% (Mathemabtics) materials,
where no universal or uniform procedure was followed for pretesting in
"selected" criterion-referenced tests. Since the children were automati-
cally unclassified as a nongraded diverse Population, ranging in-city-
wide institutionalized settings from larg; centers to small group homes,
from highly independent to maximum security configurations and from K-12
school origins, no predetermined narrowly focused group of objectives
was used as a single pretest administration., Instead, individual teachers
(tutors) were left to their own skills at estimating at what skills and
levels_each student appeared to be functioning. Then, perhaps only several
objectives.from the entire NYSED QObjective Code list would be pretested
on that student by the tutor., As already indicated in Chapter I, only
after considerable instruction and corresponding posttesting on those
few objectives pretested would other objectives fall into line for
pfetesting as determined by teacher expertise, often much later in the
academic year. As will be shown in Chapter III--Findings, the most
commonly apprehended objectives selected for remedial study in reading/
mathematics only came into view during data analysis, following the end
of instruction in Suﬁmer 1976.

In summary, then, the problem of selection of cbjectives among

Special Education Institutionelized Children (unlike that of a more

16
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4

homogeneous, in-school, gra&ed, remedial pfogrg@) has, at best: been
elusive.of solution.

3. Data analysis by intervel of instruction was nut accessible'
in this first year of the program-wide use of C-R~T, and therefore fails
to appear in thé analysis, The evaluation was assigned in January 1976
with fie;d observations underway by February., Data were not received
until June and July. No adequate means of (forms fbr) recording and
centralizing time on a per pupil basis has been set forth for this yeér's
analysis or for 1976-77 by Program. Among the contributory factors for
this difficulty are: -open-ended entry of students into program at
various institutions ali year long; short-term care institutions in the
program where students are in diagnostic :urvey units for 30-U45 days;
impossioility of predicting when students might'be transferred out and
hence not receive benefits of a more complete early diagnosis with time
for extended treatment, and finally, the voluntary attendance factor
based entirely on motivation often not qutered by institutional (privately
funded) personnel., Since essentiélly all institutional students are
Title I eligible, anyone dropping'?%om program is rapidly replaced by
another student at the institution, thus maintaining each instructor's
student roster.

Evaluation Objective 2, As taken from the design:

To determine, as a result of participation in the program, the
extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructicnal
objectives,

Analysis. Again {aking the total program population and utilizing

the C-R-T pre/posttest information from selected CROFT (Reading) and

17
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BASE (Mathematics) objectives as in Evaluation Objective 1:

Data will be analyzed and presented. in narrative and tabular
form to ascertain each of the following:

™~

A. The distribution of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery
prior to instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction
to receive the posttest (Table A).

A
B. The distributign of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery
of objectives prior to instruction (Table B).

C. The distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction
by instructional objectives (Table C).

D. The distribution of the number of objectives mastered as a
result of instruction (Table D).

E. The distribution of percentage of pupils achieving various
levels of mastery of instructional objectives (Table E).

The design fsr Evaluation Objective 2 was violated by the following
modifications:

1. Elimination of Tables A and B as low yield information which
has correspondingly been omitted from numerous other Special Education
evaluations. The symbol "O" for pretest nonmastery used on the C.E.R.
(Class Evaluation Record) grid sheet would be masked later by the stroke
"/" for mastery "@." Where instruction is not provided following pretest
nonmastery and posttests not given, some teachers are loathe to list
failure where student records are tranéferred from individual pupil folders
to the class C.E.R. sheets. It should also be remembered that comprehen-
sive testing across many objectives is often wanting, so an accurate
baseline of failure 1istigg"is"not available from the target population

7

as & whole. N

Tables 1R (Reading) and 1M (Mathematics) have been substituted,

18
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and represent part of the requirement for Evaluatian Objecfive 1, showing
how many students attempted via testing all of the L4l objectives (reading)
and 59 objectives (mathematics): From the data shown in Table; 1R; 1M,
as recommended S& NYSED in conference with OEE March 1976, a 25% cut-off
line was selected (appréximately 410 students--reading; 220 students--
rathematics) resulting in 10 selected reading objectives and 19 selected
mathematics objectives for further analysis, thus delimiting the evaluation
to manageable proportions.

2. Tables 2R (Reading) and 2M (Mathematics), representing the
distribution of pupil mastery by selected instructional objectives,
substitutes for Table "C" and violates the design by being limited to

only those objectives studied as instructional input by 25% or more

[l
'
T

of the,pérticipating students.
3."Tab1es 3R (Reading) and 3M (Mathematics), representing the

distribution.;f how many objectives each.pupil was able to master at

the end of the year by tally, substitutes for Table "D." Here again,

the count stops at 10 reading; 19 mathematics objectives, and the design

is violated by a unit tally count of objectives up to 10, rather than

a class interval count by groupings of two objectives per class interval.
' It will be noted importantly thai Tables 3R; 3M = "D" answers in

part tﬁe design requirement criterion of Evaluation Objective 1 that

70% of pupils master two or more objectives for reading or mathematics.

(See details in Chapter III--Findings.) Program has estimated that

with two tutorial hour sessions per week times 38 weeks avai;able for

the academic 1975-76 school year, that the 60 hour minimum interval of

i9




instruction criterion has been amply exceeded as a mean figure for all
participants not suffering the deprivations of short interval transfer
or very.late entry into program. |

L, Tabies 4R (Reading) and 4M (Mathematics), refresenting percentages
of pupils achieving mastery by grouped (10%) intervals, is substituted
for Table "E," but otherwise conforms to design requirements.

5. Tables 5R and S5M indicate change in cognitive achievement (increase
in knowledge in reading/math) from pretest mastery or "base-line" to added
mastery as a result of instruction. This useful finding for selected
instructional (most frequently studied) objectives in réading or in
mathematics completes the data analysis presented in Chaﬁter III by
answering fréquently asked questions about cognitive change as a result
of instruction.” However, this does not appear as a requirement in the
evaluation objectives, and is hence a further departure from the design
modality.

Evaluation Objective 3. As stated in the design:

To determine the extent to which the program, as actually carried
out, coincided with the program as described in the Project Proposal.

This is the discrepancy analysis objective which is based on field
observational reports and interviews. This objective was incompletely 7
implemented since only 22 of 88 required site visits were made, representing
a sampling of only 15.1% of the program. In addition, the 0.E.E. required
that all 39 institutions represented be sampied in the required visits,
whereas only 17 participating institutions representing only 43.6%

were so covered. Late assignment of the.project to end of January 1976

ne
<
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was one of a number of contributory factors leading to undervisitation.
Nohetﬁéless » the evaluation has determined that a sufficient number of
sites were sampled to fulfill minimum’' reporting requirements, as will

be found in Chapter III--Findings.
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Chapter III: FINDINGS .

The following preséntgtion of findings is in accordance with the
modifications in the evaluation desigg as described in Chapter II of
this report.

The first evaluation objective was:

To determine if, as a result of participation in the program,

TO percent of the pupils master instructional objectives which

prior to the program they did not master in proportion to the

following intervals of instruction: at least three for 60-80

hours; and at least four instructional objectives for more

than 80 hours of instruction.

:This evaluation objective was considerably modified. The time
interval element in the data collection was precluded by the late start
of the ;valuation project. In addition, the number of inétructional

o 6bjég£1§es in reading and mathematics to be considered was limited to
those having a minimum of 25% of the students attempting them. Conse-
quently the response to this evaluation objective is based on selected
instructional ohjectives only and does not accurately reflect the total
postdnstruction achievement of mastery of the program participants.

The findinés indicate that the program did not meet this objective
in reading as 54% of the pupils (N = 1685) achieved mastery of two or
more selected reading objectives as a result of inséruction. In mathematics
73% of the pupils (N = 853) mastered at least two of the selected instruc-
tional objectives, Thus, the program met this evaluation objective in
mathematics but rot in reading.

In considering these findings it should be noted that examination

of the Class Evaluation Records indicated that many of the students had

17
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achieved mastery of objectives other than the ones identified using the -
2% criterion level, Therefore basing the data for this evaluation
objective on only the selected instructional objectives places a serious
limitation on thé accuracy of this fincing.

The second evaluation objective was:

To determine, as a result of participation in the program,

the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructicnal

objectives. :

Due to the fact that teachers were free to choose from among the
L1 reading objectives and the 59 mathematics objectives, those which
they found each student needed, an unmanageable amount of data was
available. Consequently, with the approval of the SED, the data were
analyzed to determine how many students attempted each of the objectives
in reading and objectives in msthematics. Tables 1R (Reading) and 1M
(Mathematics) show the distribution of students attempting each instruc-
tional objective, Utilizing a 2% criterion as the cut-off line, 10
objectives in reading (N = 1640) and 19 objectives in mathematics (N = 894):
were selected for subsequent analyses. The 10 selected objectives in
reading included both word attack and comprehénsion skills. An even larger -

number of 19 mathematics objectives were selected ranging from preoperational

to exponents and geometric skills,

As is shown in Table 2R, for each of the selected reading objectives,

from 77 to 93% of all pupils attempting an objective achieved mastery.

[aM
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Table 1R
| 4

Distribution of Pupils Attempting Reading Objectives
Prior to Instruction
(Includes Pretest Mastery + Pretest Failure)
Total Pupil N (Treatment Cases) = 1,640

CROFT Reading Objective No. of Pupils Percentage (%) of,
by NYS Objective Codes Attempting Objective " Total Pupil N
21012 459/1,6L0 28.0
2102 698 § 42.6
2103a - 255 15.5
aoha 633 38.6
2105 576 35.1
2106: 651 ; 40.1.
2107, 500 30.5
2108 411 , 25.1
2109 296 18.0
2201 : 261 15.9
2202 316 19.2
2203 307 18.7
2204 364 22.2
2205 280 17.1
2301 134 08.2
2302 81 ok.9
2303 121 o7.4
2304 148 09.0
2305 122 o7.4
2306 7h o4.5
2h02a 292 17.8
21&03a ’ 635 '38.7
2u04 826 50.4
2505 182 11.1
24062 725 4,2
2407 163 09.9
2408 303 18.5
2409 149 09.1

a'Rea.ding objective selected for further study by having exceeded the
25.0% criterion (410 pupils) of pupils attempting said criterion. Total =
10 selected Reading Objectives according to the CROFT Educational Services,
Inc. (1971) materials ,




List of 10 Selected Reading Objectives

NYSED ,

Objective Code Name of Objective
2101 Letter Recognition
2102 . Initial Consonants
2104 . Final Consonants and Blends
2105 Consonant Blends ‘
2106 ' Vowels: Single Letters
2107 Vowels: More than One Letter
2108 Consonant Digraphs -
2403 Inferences, Cause or Effect
2uokL Fects and Details
2406 Main Ideas




Table 1M

Distribution of Pupils Attemptifig Mathematics Objectives
Prior to Instruction
(Includes Pretest Mastery + Pretest Failure)
Total Pupil N (Treatment Cases) = 89

BASE Math Objective No. of Pupils Percentage (%) of
by NYS Objective Codes Attempting Objective Total Pupil N
11017 £37/854 60.1
1102 468 52.3
1103, 586 ' 65.5
110k 382 42.7
1105 227 25.4
11067 312 35.0
1107, ' 623 70.0
ll°8a 615 69.0
1109, 598 . 67.0
110 584 65.3
s - 357 40.0
112, 220 : 25.0
i3; 386 43.2
111k 267 30.1
1115 ' 36h4 41,0
1116: 251 28.1
1117, 433 L8,k
1118 222 25.0
1201 150 17.1
1202 199 22.2
1203 153 17.1
120ha 157 18.1
1205 241 27.0
1206 174 19.4
1207 132 15.1
1208 126 1h,1
1209 138 15.4
1210 78 8.7
1211 95 10.6
1212 131 15.0
1301 14k 16.1
1302 199 22.2
1303 137 15.3
130L gl 10.5
1305 196 22.0
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Table 1M (continued)

BASE Math Objective No. of Pupils Percentage (%) of
by NYS Objective Codes Attempting Objective Total Pupil N
1306 208 23.3
1307 62 6.9
1501 76 8.5
1502 - 121 13.5
1503 83 9.3
150k . 60 6.7
1505 ' _ 59 6.6
1601 : 130 14,5
1602 - 19 13.3
1603 6k 7.2
160k 64 7.2
1606 87 9.7
1607 6L 7.2
1701 100 11.1
1702 104 11.6
1703 6k 7.2
1801 58 6.5
1802 52 5.8
1803 61 6.8
1804 61 6.8
1805 6L 7.2
1901 102 11.4
1902 138 15.4

aMathematics Objective selected for further study by having exceeded
the 25.0% criterion (220 pupils) of pupils attempting said objective.
Total = 19 Selected Mathematics Objectives according to the BASE
Mathematics System materials of Media Research Associates (1973).




a3

List of 19 Selected Mathematics Qbjectives

NYS

Code Neme of Objactive

1101 Pre-or Concepts; Order, Number, etc.
1102 Whole Numbers

1103 Fractions

110h Decimals

1105 Negative Numbers

1106 Real Numbers

1107 Addition

1108 Subtraction

1109 Multiplication

1110 Division

111 Properties of Operations; Relations
1112 Numeration Systems

1113 Number Problems.

111k Number Theory

1115 , Estimation

1116 . Percent

1117 Place Value

1118 Exponents . .

1205 Geometric Forms: Triangles, etc.
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The mean percent of mastery wes 82.5. In mathematics, 18 of the 19
selected objectives we;e mastered by from 75 to 985 of the pupils attempt-
ing them, with & mean of 86.9. Only one selected mathematics objective
was mastered by 67.7% of the students. These data s.e positive indicators

of the efrectiveness of the instructional technique.

- . Tables 3R and 3M look at the data from a different perspective.

They report how many of the selected objectives only, each individual
.student mastered after instruction. Overall, for both the neglected and
delinquent pupils, in reading (Table 3R) 74% of the students mastered at
least one of the selected instructional objectives, while 54% achieved

" mastery of more than two of the selected objectives. The median number
of selected reading objectives mastered was three for the neglected group
and two for the delinquent population. Correspondingly, a mean of 2+
selected gbjectiyes were mastered by the negleéted group and 1+ for the
delinqﬁent group.

As can be seen on Table 3M, 87%>6f all of the pupils attempting
the 19 selected instructional objective§;achieved mastery of at least
one objective, while 73% of the students mastered a minimum of two

selected objectives. The median number of selected mathematics mastered
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( Table 2R

Ratios and Percentages of Pupils Achieving Mastery by
Selected Reading Objectives After Instruction
(Posttest Mastery of 10 Most Frequently Studied
CROFT System Reading Objectives)

/

CROFT Ratios: Percentage (%)
Reading Objectives No. Achieved Mastery ¢ of Pupils
by NYS Objective Codes Total No. Posttested Achieving Mastery
2101 156/169 92.3
2102 319/342 : 93.3
210k 358/L413 86.7
2105 342/h11 83.2
2106 - 409/503 ‘ 81.3
2107 295/382 77.2
2108 25h4/311 81.7
2403 355/L5k . 78.2
2ol L74/580 : 81.7
206 352/usk T7.5

Mastery: Range 77.2%-93.3%
Mean 3314/4019 = 82, 9%




.”Table M

Ratios and Percentages of Pupils Achieving Mastery by
Selected Mathematics Objectives After Instruction
(Posttest Mastery of 19 Most Frequently Studied
Base System Math Objectives)

BASE Ratios: Percentage (%)
Math Objectives No. Achieved Mastery » of Pupils
by NYS Objective Codes Total No, Posttested Achieving Mastery

1101 189/205 92,2
1102 14h/153 9h,1

- 1103 309/315 98.1
110h 152/186 . 81.7
1105 66/ 88 “ 75.0
1106 91/ 99 91.9
1107 222/236 9k,1
1108 262/275 95.3
1109 26k /305 86.6
1110 275/333 82.6
1111 ‘ 130/162 80.2
1112 ‘ © 90/108 83.3
1113 117/151 T7.5
111k ' : 69/ 89 77.5
1115 150/175 85.7
1116 : 87/104 83.7
my 177/202 87.6
1118 67/ 99 67.7
1205 88/19 80.7

Mastery: Range 67;7%-98.1%
Mean 2,949/3,394 = 86.9%
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Table 3R

Distribution of the Number of Selected Reading Objectives
Mastered After Instruction
(How Many of 10 Most Frequently Studied CROFT System
Reading Objectives Pupils Mastered)

Distribution No. . Percentage (%)
of Pupils of Pupils by
Number of Reading ﬁeglected ' Deliné_uent ObjectiVés Hastered
Objective: Mastered (N=1,527) (N = 158) Neglected Delinquent
0 uou/lsz?- 37/158 26.5 23.4
1 289 51V 18.9 32.3
2 323 . 40 a.z2 25.3
3 232 21 15.2 13.3
b 117 6 7.7 3.8
5 81 1 5.3 0.6
6 Lo 2 2.6 1.3
7 . 19 0 1.2 0.0
8 9 0 0.6 0.0
9 13 0 0.9 0.0
10 _0 0 0.0, 0.0v
Totals N=1,527" 158 100.1% | 100.0%

Median No. of Selected Objectives Mastered.= 3 éNeglected.)

| | 2 (Delinqueit)

Mean = 2+ gNeglected) o
1+ (Delinquent)
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Table 3M

Distribution of the Number of Selected Mathematics Objectives
Mastered After Instruction

Distribution No. Percentage (%)
of Pupils of Pupils by
Number of “Objectives Mastered
Mathematics Neglected Delinquent
Objectives Mastered (N = 776) (N = 77) Neglected Delinquent
0 100/776 9/77 12.9 n.7
1 98 \L 23‘L - 12.6 29.9 |
2 109 12 1h,0 | 15.6
3 108 7 13.9 9.1
L 101 11 13.0 1k4.3
5 97 3 12.5 3.9
6 59 5 7.6 6.5
v 7 43 1 5.5 1.3
8 2L 5 3.1 6.5
9 12 0 1.5 0.0
10 11 1 1.k 1.3
11-19 14 0 1.8 0.0
Totals N = 776 77 99.8% 100.1%

Median No. of Selected Math Objectives Mastered = 3 (Neglected)
' 2 (Delinquent)

¢ Mean No. of Selected Math Objectives Mastered = 2+ (Neglected)
1+ (Delinquent)




was three for the neglected group and two for the delinqueﬁt group.
The neglected group had a mean of 2+ selected objectives mastered and
the delinquent group had a mean of 1+ selected objectives mastered.

It is obvious from Tables 3R and 3M that the pupils identified as
delinquent achieved somewhat less in both reading and mathematics than
did the pupils in the neglected category.

'The effectiveness of the C-R-T epproach is demonstrated by the fact
that more than half of all students mestered from 90 ta 100% of all of
the reading objectives attempted after receiving instruction (59.6%
neglected, 54.3% delinquent) as shown in Table 4R. Moreover 82% of the |
totaifpopulation achieved mastery on more than half of the objectives
attempted. Even greater success was indicated in mathematics (Table LM)
in that 63.2% of the neglected pupils and 70.7% of the delinquent pupils
mastered 90 to 100% of &ll objectives attempted., Eighty-five percent
(84.9%) of all students mastered more then half the objecfiveg which

they had failed on the pretest after instruction,

Insert Tables LR and UM here

| emeemeeeee- S .

- )

it is interesting to note that in readigg, 13.1% of the neglected.
and 15.7% ¢f the delinquent pupils wastered fromh0-9%, whereas in
mathematics 10.8% of the neglected and 8.0% of the delinquent pupils
did similasrly. This difference may be attributable to the inclusion of
a greater proportion (32%) of the 59 instructional objectives in

mathematics than the 24% of the Ll reading objectives in the objectives
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Table LR

Distribution of Percentages by Decimal Intervals of Pupils
Achieving Mastery of All Reading Objectives Attempted
Tally of (Total No. of Objectives Achieved & Total No. of
Objectives Attempted [Studied] Per Student)

Percentages of Mastery No. of Pupils

by Decimal Intervals by Interval Percentage (%)
No, Mastered (¢)] of Pupils
No. Mestered + Neglected Delinguent
Failed (@ + ®) (N =1,476) (N =153) Neglected Delinquent
90-100%, 880/1,476 83/153 59.6 54.3
80- 8% 87 17 ji 5.9, 1.1
70~ 7% .67 1 h.5 7.2
60- 69 97 9 6.6 5.9
50~ 5% 80 8 5.k 5.2
40- Lo% 16 0 1.1‘ 0.0
30- 3% o 0 1.6 0.0
~20=" 204, 25 1 1.7 0.7
10- 1%% 7 0 0.5 0.0
- 193 2 31 157

Totals N = 1,476 153 100.0 100.1

Median Interval = 90-100% Neglected, 90-100% Delinquent
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Table UM

Distribution of Percentages by Decimal Intervels of Pupils Achieving
Mastery of All Mathematics Objectives Attempted
Tally of (Total No. of Objectives Achieved ¢ Total No. of
Objectives Attempted [Studied] Per Student)

Percentages of Mastery No. of Pupi.lé i
by Decimal Intervals by Interval Percentage (%)

[No. Mestered (¢)] of Pupils

No, Mastered + Neglected Delinquent

Failed (g + B) (N = 806) (N =75) Neglected Delinquent
90-100, 509,806 53/75 63.2 70.7
80- 8% b2 2 5.2 2.7
60- 6% 53. . 5 6.6 607
50- 5% 43 2 5.3 2.7
40- LA 12 2 1.5 2.7
30- 3% 12 2 1.5 2.7
20"‘ m ‘ 6 O 007 0.0
10- 19% 5 1 0.6 1.3

o- % 87 6 10.8 _8:0

- Totals N = 806 75 ©100,0 100.2

Median Interval = 90-100% Neglected, 90-100% Delinquent

wols
%

36




32

selected based on the 25 criterion.

Overall there were substantial increases in the cognitive achievement
of the program participants in reading and mathemafics from the beginning
to the conclusion of the school year. :rablé 5R indicates that for the
10 selected reading instructional objectives there were gains in mastery
as a result of instruction, ranging from 9.5 to 26.9% on individual
objectives by the pupils in the neglected categorf; with a median of
20.6%. OCf these, 60% of the selected reading objectives nad gains of more
than 20% in student mastery. The delinquent population had gains ranging
from 5.1% to 39.9% with a median of 12.7%. However, only 20% of the

selected objectives had gains of 20% or more in student mastery.

in increasing:-the reading skills of pupils can be observed. For example,
instructional objective 2404 (Facts and Details) was mastered by only
7.9% of the neglected pupils and by 10.1% of the delinquent pupils upon
entering the program. However, at the termination of the program it

was mastered by 34.8% of the neglected and by 504 of the delinquent.
While this was the most dramatic increase, gains of mofe than double

the entry mastery were made for 80% (8 out of 10) of the selected objectives
by the neglected group, and for 30% of ﬁhe selected objuectives by the
delinquent group.

In mathematics, there were gains in student mastery on the 19 selected
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Teble 5R

Improvement n Achievement by Percent of Change in Mastery on Selected Reading Objectives
(Pre-to-Post Change) (N = 1,527 pupils Neglected; 158 pupils Delinquent

Posttest Mastery
Pretest Mastery (Instructed After
(Not Instructed) Preteat Pailure) Total Mastery

New York State
Codes for Neglected  Delinquent  Neglected  Delinquent Neglected  Delinguent

CROFT Reading ) B
T e g b4 o £m £ 44

201 do 158 % 25 W5 95 U 10 B3 B
2102 300 196 3B 24, 302 19,8 17 10, 3.8 9
2100 17h 1Ly 19 120 W23 17 108 33,7 2.8
2105 1 88 8 51 39 09 &3 W 2,1 19,6
' 2106 1% 81 10 6,3 % 253 3 b 3k 2.9
2107 9 52 9 57 B 184 W 89 23,6 14,6
2108 B 58 b 25 M W1 B 51 2L 7.6
203 05 62 2 13,3 3% 213 29 184 21,6 3.6
2hol 120 79 16 101 Ml %9 63 39.9 .8 50,0
20 128 8L L0 253 37 208 35 22 0,1 41,5
Dupliested Totals 1,486 199 © 3,07k 40
(8) Te percents in these
two colimns represent
actual gaine obtained
' Jor each selocted reading
P | objective 8s & result

of instruction. -

€€



Table M

Improvement in Achievemart by Percent of Change in Mastery on Selected Mathematics Objectives
(Pre-to-Post Change) (N = 776 pupils Neglected; 77 pupils Delinquent)

| Posttest Mastery
Pretest Mastery (Instructed After
(Not Instrueted) - Pretest Failure) Total Mastery
New York State ‘
Codes for Neglected  Delinquent Neglected  Delinquent  Neglected Delinquent
. BASE Math A
Objectives Yo % o. 9% Mo % No. % 5 4

1100 303 9.0 B B.h 100 23,2 9 1.7 62,2 48,1
1102 30 389 15 105 0 132 1.0 12 156 55,9 3.l
1103 150 193 23 2.9 80 %1 ¥ 30T 55,4 k9,
1104 Wh 86 9 1,7 W 180 12 156 %6 23
1105 w04 1 13 63 81 3 3.9 18,6 5,2
1106 2 209 6 7.8 B9 W5 2 26 12,3 10,4 *
1107 - 357 W0 b5 5B a5 2.7 7 9.l T3 67,5
1108 2 3.9 b2 ghs 2 3,2 20 %0 0 6.1 8.5
1109 192 247 21 3.l 7 38 17 221 %.,6 57,1
1110 . 139 179 22 28,6 %2 3.8 13 169 51,7 45,5
1111 125 161 8 10,k N8 152 12 156 31,3 2,0
1112 B0 103 2 256 B U5 1 13 2,8 3.9
1113 16 2,1 20 %0 107 13.8 10 13,0 3.9 19,0
111k 105 W8 1 1.3 61 3.9 § 10 22,1 1.7
1115 19 153 8 10, W 182 9 L7 33,5 22,1
1116 55 68 2 26 mn 91 16 2.0 16,0 Ak
1117 153 19,7 32 L6 168 2.6 9 1.7 b1,k 53,2
118 sh7,0 452 b 82 3 39 15,2 9,1
1208 % 76 5 65 9 102 9 1.7 17,8 18,2

Duplicated Totals 3,046 300 2,748 201

40 (a) Acual gains for each ' 41
Q math, obj. a8 a result
of instruction, |
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instructional objectives ranging from 7.9 to 36.1% of the pupils in the
neglected group, with a mean of 14.2%4, and from 1.3 to 37.T% for the
pupils in the delinquent category, with a meen of 11.T%.

Increases of more than 10% were made by both the neglected and
delinquent groups of pupils respectively for 16 and 14 of the 19 selected
objectives. Thus thé increases in mathematics were consistent; if of
less magnitude, than the increases made in reading by the neglected group.
The delinquent group made greater gains in mathematics tha.n._;_u_tfggy did :Ln
reading. |

In summary, the data presented to assess the secbnd evaluation ob:iective
indicated that the program was effective in that there was from 77 to
93% mastery of each of the 10 selected instructional objectives in reading
and from 68 to 98% mastéry of the 19 selected objectives in mathematics.
Further, more than 50% of the participants in the program mastered between
90-100% of the selected objectives attempted in readiné:. In mathematics
there was an even greater proportion of students in bbth the neglected
(62%) and delinquent (71%) groups who.a.chieved siniﬂarlﬁ'.

The preceding five sets cf tables adequately explicate the extremely
lengthy M.I.R, Report (Table 13, N.Y.S.E.D. for Criterion Referenced test
results), Appendix B. Becavse of this extreme length, the difficulty of
making meaningful interpretation from it by mere ingpection, the costs
and problems involved in binding it into this Final Evaluation Report,
Appendix B has been bound under separate covey, ‘a,s.-prgviously submitted

in 1976.

" /
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The third evaluation objective was:
To determine the extent to which the program, as actually

carried out, coincided with the program as described in the
Project Proposal.

Field-Observations

Seventeen institutions of the 39 participating (by budget number )
were observed in 22 field visits in the first five months of 1976 allocated
to.the project, constituting 15.1% of the 146 sites in the program, as
stated earlier in Chapter II. i

Oﬁservational field visits were made in late afternoon or evening;
and were of two hours duration. A precoded single Observation Form
sheetnwas prepared for each visit (see Appendix D). Students were
observed in tutorial reading and math sessions, but not interviewed
in depth. The Title I itinerant teacher(s) were interviewed in depth as
waé the institutional supervisory and supportive personnel who provided
demographic qata on the total student body at each site and the average
length of institutionalization. The latter provided a tour of the total
facility in each-case, including living quarters, food preparation,
recreational and health facilities, although these lay outside the

Title I funding and may no% be commented upcn in @ehail.,

Observational Form Sheet. This one-page field instrument (see

Appendix D) provided for comment on student register, age and grade range,
days and hours of instruction, adequacy of facilities and program, nmaterials
in use ir reeding and mathematics, %esting pioceduwres and individual

student racords, degree of individualization, strengths, weaknesses and
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recommendations for improvement; all on one pege. Additional sheets{were
attached where necésé fy.

Field data. The mean numl;ér of students enrolled in the Title. I
program was 9 at group homes and 63 at the larger institutions visited.
All ages, 5 through 18 were seen in these visits, equivalent in grade
progress from first. grade through senior high school. The median range
of stay was 6 months to 2 years at ingtitutions for the neglected; and
only 3 months for three delinquent and diagnﬁstic centers visited.

Because Eﬁildren lived at the site wheré remediation was provided, attendance
was found to be over the 80% level in virtvally all visited'sites and over
90% in approximately half the sites visited. Each student received oné

or two remedial sessions per week in regaing or in mathematics at group

homes; two or more sessions per week at the larger institutions.

Adequacy of facilities. Larger institutional settings provided more

complete facilities as compared to individual group.homes (population

9-12 students) which utilized undefined space in the living room, game
room, bedroom, or sometimes a houseparent'é office as instructionsli
location for the Title' I remedial sessions. Unfortunately, it was
observed that some of these rooms did not aiWays sufficiently insulate

the tutorial sessions from‘the life of the group home, ' Although a number
of group homes mainiained a small library of reading/mathematics materials,
including kits and games, none of the smaller homes visited contained a
definable reading/maih lab or resource center. Moreover, none of the’
group homes visited contained or utiié@igpﬁﬂy audiovisuﬁl equipment or

materials other than cassette tapes brougﬁﬁ\during itinerant visits by
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some of the Title I tutors. These teachers fepeatedly repofted carrying
some of the immediately used tutorial material with theﬁ%frbm their

parent day schools on these itinerant work sessions in the trunks of

their cars. In contrast, every larger institutional setting maintained

a complete reading/math 1aboratory-resource/center facility. Typically
these facilities were housed in the public school building on the grounds
or in the school portion of the institution (such as one floor of instruc-
tional rooms) where such was present. These latter resource centers were
adjudged fully up to standard with that of reading/math laboratories
visited in Title I funded day school programs. As for the group homes,
there is no comparable facility to cross-reference with in any other

known brogram to compare adequacy of the facilities of fhis unique program
where it was adjudged fully implemented in all components stated in the
Program Proposal.

Adequacy of materials, Commonly found reading materials in use in

both group homes and larger instituvions, included: Croft: Skillpaks-~
two levels--primary--intermediate; Scott Foresman: Open Highways Skill
Book; Scholastic Book Service: Scholastic Scope Series '73; Barnell
Loft Ltd.: Specific Skills Series; Webster Div., McGraw-Hill: New
Practice Rehders; McCall-Crabbe: Standard Test Lessons in Reading;
Springboards; Reading for Understanding; Random House: Structural
Reading Series '66; and Sullivan Programed Readers. Some teachers aid
not prefer ﬁse of .Croft: "Skillpaks" which they held toon closely
approximated the Crcft: Criterion Referenced tests. Among kits, games

and audiovisual materials found in reading labs was: SRA: Reading
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Laboratories; Instructo Corp., Paoli, Ill.: Spirit Duplicating Masters;
EDL;: Controlled Resder; ELL: Tachistoscope; Lotté; McGraw-Hill: Plus
Four Reading Booster--Cards, Code Book and Tapes; and Scrabble--Junibr-
Senior. All reading-labs were supplemented b& workbooks, paperbacks
and periodiéals.

Commonly found mathematics materials in print in use included:
Laidlaw Bros., div. McGraw-Hill: Spectrum Series (Math) Gr. l-Adult;
and standard textbook;workbook combinations in algebra, geometry and
arithmetic. Math kits, games and audiovisual materisls found included:
SRA: Mathematics Laboratories; 'Instructo' : Math Games; Milton Bradley
Co., Springfield, Mass.: New Math Flash Cards; Culsinaire Rods; Great
Ideas Inc., Commack, L.I.: Arithmablocks; and math filmstrips and cassette
tapes.

Teacher interviews and observations. Every teacher visited maintained

individual student record folders, and described in some detail the
diagnostic-prescriptive approach to the remedial reading/mathematics program
ag presented earlier in Chaéter I. Every teacher visited was observed
(throughout the Spring term) either in a phese of diagnostic testing,
critical reading dlagnosis for reading placement, or in regular tutorial
instruction. Occasionally a posttest for mastery determination following
instruction in a specific objective was observed. Most instruction
obsérved was totally individualized on a 1:1 basis. Where small groups

of children were observed (2-5 pupils) around a table; individual problems
were counselled, and almost every time each student was on a different

lesson and study material, thus again representing total individualization.
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The single most common denominator among the over 50 teachérs éovefed
by these observations wgs their opinion of how rositively reinforciné
was the 1l:1 tutorial relationship. JThe students appgréntly preferred
tutorial sessions of the Title I remedial program to their regular day
school group instruction, énd-this served es a high_ﬁotivator f?r_continued
attendance and sustained work withoul discipline probleméi Accordinél
to one teacher, the technique of individualization waé étill a "quantum
leap" from a full accommodation in teaching style-to the tutofiai mode
and from skillful application of diagﬁostic approaches to mgdular learning.
He believed that while most teachers had fully implemente@ the tutorial
procedures of this program, few had taken this great “leap;" The |
evaluator observed that while the great majority of teachers apéeared
well versed with the CRI approach to measurement by objectives, materials
used for instruction and record tr:hsfer of individual scores to the
Class Evaluation Record shset, one or two experienced teachers were
observed to be less than well organized in their record keering procedures
as well as apparently haphazard in their approach to diagnosis and
prescription, ’

It should be\noted at this point that every field visit evening
was followed by a feedback debriefing conference at the Program Coordina;
Lor's Office where any discrepant observation was conveyed. Suﬁh feedback
weuld fit the medel of a process evaluatylon which is £ully conscnant
with the continuous eriterion referenced testing function in this program.

Student opinion. Svudents were polled on an irregular basis as

to their reaction to the program. Invariably participants stated they
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enjoyed being in the resource room in instiﬁutional settings,. felt their
reading/math ﬁad’improved as a result of instruction, and especially
tlthey lggkea?forward to the personal attention accorded them by thei;
| tutors ;é the single strongest positive feature of the program. Only
_éev;rgl related their felt reading or math gains to lmproving their
,;work'ih their regular day.school. Since the evaluator did not have the
;:. cqﬁfidehce(of the students, the condiﬁions of interviewing were not
'adeQuately controlled,. and forms had not been developed to formelly
cheracterize the.inée;views, this aspect of field observations was neither
pursued in deﬁth nor réquired in the design to be so pursued.
&

t aspects of the program in reduction of deficits in basic cognitive skills

Strengths and weaknesses of the program. Apart from the most positive '

and the positive rapport between tutors and participants, some additional

perceived strengths recorded during interviews with Title I teachers

or institutional personnel included: the ability of students.to work

on weak skill areas without the embarrassment occasioned in regular group

classes, the Halo Effect of success in one skill to motivate continued

work in other skills, favoritism to the Croft and Base: Criterion Refer-

enced Test systems leading to easier and pruper sequencing of prescribed
© student study ruling out guesswork, and the complete individualization

of instruction. The coopereiive, supportive Program Office, its Progrinm

Cocrdinator and Assiutant (loordinator, were often seen as bright stars

among the constellation of program strengths.

Criticisms of problems encountered as program faults or weaknesses

were encountefed more often. The most prominent of these related to the
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as yet unresolved problems of relating publiéhers' specific skill objectives

to the New York State Objectivg Code listings for both reading and

mathematics, Par’icularly where a publiéher's objegtive cut across two

or three State Codes, teachers did not know where to classify the work.

Conversely, finely dissected puélisher's materials might relegate three

to six mastered objéctives within one State Code number. The student

had met the design criterion of mastered objectives according %o the

pﬁblisher's objectives, but failed the desién criterion by receiving

only one check mark for having mas%ered only one New York State.Objective.
An oft-heard weakness of the program was the limited communicat?on

between the Title I teachers and the educational supervisors, especially

at the larger institutionms. Recommendafions to iﬁprove such articulation

still\are to be forthecoming, especially if time and absence of fuids

do not permit monthly meetings. In certain diagno;tic centers and in

delinguent maximum security centers, the problem of high mobility and

student turnover appeared persistent and not solvable in terms of providing

enduring instruction from the same tutor over an extended time period.

In rroup home situations, some itinerant teachers complained of meterial

shortages to meet every diagnosed need. They objected to having to scrounge

matesrials from parent aay scihuols and having to bootleg it to group

homes in fheir car trunks. A few teachers complained of data loss through

refusal of some recalcitrant older students to be tested. This problem

was seen more often among sites housing studénts with high turnover or

from court remands,

Some institutional (nen-Title I) supervisors called for

49




43

paraprofessionals (educational assistants), a request nevef heard from
 the program's teachers themselves. Thesé same institutional supervisors

tended to disfavor group homes and detention homes. They sought for
"Treatment Centers" with children living at home. This contrasts sharply
with one research oriented institutional setting where for the past two
dozen years, children have been accepted for treatment/remediation only‘
if parents (from intact families) agree to undergo weekly treatment sessions
for themselves as well as their children at the institution.

At one institution, the'dormitory set-up was seen as too close to
the on-site classrooms so there was an inadequate sense of separation
of the school function from the home life function. Individual teachers
serving in both reading and mathematics tutorial capacities were seen
as both a program strength and a weakness at different sites. Finally,
the repeated complaints about budget cuta and m:.terial shortages, teacher
layoffs and excessing, were too numerous té be commented upon further.

In summary, it is the judgment of the evaluation that the program
has been fully implemented at all functioning sites, is meeting the
needs of the unusually diverse target population as defined in the Program
Propesal, . and nas encouxte;ed no greater interfering discrepancies than
might be expected in this far-flung Special Education Program.

Recommendations for program improvement. These stemmed from the

above enumerated weaknesses, and have been implicit where rnot otherwise
stated in the preceding section. The most significant statements of
recommendations, subsumed under the two categories of CRT testing and

the ingtructional program will be found with full explanations at the
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end of Chapter IV, following.

Tmplementation of Previous Report Recommendations

The following discussed recommendations have been quoted exactly
' from the Final Evaluation Report (Ra.msza.y,’.'L97'+-7‘5).'+

A. Tutors' Recommendations

- 1. "Replacement of the MAT,"
Implemented. Norm referenced éesting is no longer used
to measure achievement. The Croft reading and Base mathematics systems’
criterionireferenced test materials have been in use for one year.

2. "Extension of the progran to areas related to reading
and mathematics,™ ,

Not implemented. Reading and mathematics were studied as

separate not integrated subject matter, even where the same itinerant
teachers handled both subjects with the same students. The program was
not extended to social studies, the sciences or cther areas inasmuch as
federal guidelines and limited funds and time aiiocations limited its
applicetion to remedial reading and remedial mathematics strictly.

3. "™More direct contact between tutors and day school
teachers."

Not implemented. As sessions of day school and the remedial

Title I programs do not, overlap, teachers cannot be compelled to work

shift hours for which they receive no compensation,

hJa.mea; G. Ramsay, Program for Institutionalized Children, 1974-75.

B/E #09-59636-Th, Office of Educational Evaluation.




L, "Availability of varied materials."

| -  Partially implemented. Some funds wefe used to purchase
additional materials in 1975-76. However the absence of large resource
centers, even in larger institutions, and the scattering of about 100
small group homes througﬁ five city boroughs rendered accessibility to
resources anticipating almost any student's diagnoséd wesknesses in
‘rgading and/of mathematics, impossible of attainment.

B, Evalustor's Recommendations

1. "Given the large deficits observed for most of the .
institutionalized children in reading and mathematics,
and the increases in ability resulting from experience
in the program, it is strongly recommended that the
program be continued for next year,%

Implemented. As shown earlier in Chapter I, services were
expanded, reaching 18.3% more students and five institutions at 48 more
sites despite a budgetary contraction of $100,000 in the originally planned
$1,050,000 i:rogram.

2. "The evsluator should choose a diagnostic test or a criterion
referenced test to evaluate the program. Such a test wouid
serve the dual function of an evaluation instrument for the

. evaluator and & diagnostic instrument for the tutors.m

Implemented. But said test batteries, describe& above
under Tutors' Recommendations 1, were not chosen by the evaluator, but

by the program office working with its area supervisors.

3. "Some provision should be made in next year's program for '

: children who, for any of a variety of reasons, do not receive
a full year's experience in the program. Perhaps a special,
truncated program could be dzvised for them in conjunctio on
with the use of a diagnostic or criterion referenced test
that would allow tutors to pinpoint specific deficits and
to deal with them on a session by session basis.n

ot
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Implemented. Actually a part of Repommendatién 2 above,
any diagnostic-prescriptive work is not time based.or content 1iﬁited
as it is an open-ended procedure. Since instructors cannot know in
advance when a givern student may be transferred out of their Jjurisdiction,
so-called "truncated" procedures can neither be anticipated nor desired.
Ta future, prescribed content specific work based on skilled diagnosis
should~follow the student wherever he/she may be transferred.

L, "“Because of the importance given to the use of varied
materials; it would seem helpful to establisk a collection
of resource materials for the tutors. Such a central
collertion would allow tutors to choose among the widest
array of materials possible as well as to provide a place
to file successful teacher-iade materials that might be of

- use to other tutors. At present the tutors do have access
to a special education resource center maintained by the
Board of Education in mid-Manhattan. Perhaps procedures
could be worked out with this center to establish a
collection of materials specifically designed to meet
the needs of institutionalized children.®

Not implemented. The central (Marhattan) Special Education

Resource Center.was not Yisited or studied as it was outside the funding
for this Title I program. Of course, teachers had volition to visit
this or other resource centers during their uncompensaied time. However,
time lag in obtaining requested materials plus the logistics of transport -~
ing special materials from one center to nearly 150 locations over a 299
square mile area relegates this recommendation as impractical. Program
office recommendations througk area supervisors for basic materials at
decentralized locations was the recourse followed.

In SUmmATryY then, only two of four of the Tutors' Recommendations
‘and three of four Evaluator's Recommendations were implemented.

2
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Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,

£YD RECOMMENDATIONS

Major Findings

The findings of the data analyses conducted indicated that the
program had a positive impact on the target population, The primary
evaluation objective of having 70% of the participants demonstrate mastery
of at least two instructional objectives which prior to the program they
did not master was vitiated by basing the data analyses on only those
instructional objectives which had a minimum of 25% of the students
attempting them. Thus only 10 of the 41 instructional objectives (2L%)
in reading and 19 of the 59 instructional objectives (32%) in mathematics
were included. However, even with this serious limitation, this objective
was achievad by 73% of the students in mathematics. In re;ding oniy S5hd
of the students mastered two or more of the selected instiructional
objectives,

In examining the extent to which pupils demonstfated mastery of the
selected instructional objectives as a fesult of participation in the
program it was found that in reading, from 7%.2 to 93.3% of all pupils
attempting a selected objective achieved mastery. More than half of

“——_ the students mastered from 20 to 100% ¢f all the reading objectives
attempted. Substantial increases in the mastery of specific reading
skills were made by students.

In mathematics, 18 of the 19 selected objectives were mastered by

from 75 to 98.1% of the pupils attempting them. One selected mathematics
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objective was mastered by 57.Th of the students. More than two thirds
of the pupils mastered rrom 90-100% of the objectives they éttempted
after instruction. Increases in cognitive achievement of more than 10%
were made by all students for 79% of the.selected mathemacics objectives.
Program imﬁlementation was as proposed with the exception of having
serviéed 399 more pupils than the proposed 2,81, OQerall it was con-

sidered to have met the needs of the target population as defined in the

Project Proposal.

Conclusion
It is therefore concluded that the program was effective in délivering
the Title I services--Reading/Mathematics to the target population as

defined in the Evaluation Design and Program Propossi.

Recommendations

The following recommendations for strengthening the program were
based on the findings and site observations. Two of the regommendations
?deg}‘with_observed problems encountered in the process of Criterion-
;6Réf2renced testing, using the Base Mathematics system and the Croft Reading
system. Three other recommendatidns relate to therperation of the

instructional program.

Recommendations with regard to Criterion-Referenced testing.

1. The New York State Objective Codes in Mathematics are soO broad
as to represenﬁ"iittle congruent validity as to what constitutes mastery
of any given objective among so diverse a student nopulation. Even within

a given one of the seven testing levels of the "Base" mathematics system
3
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a numbered Base Objective published.and tested for by the Media Research
Associates' materials (1973) can reflect upon different parts of a skill
having been acquired as among different institutions or as judged by
different Title I teachers within an institution, as far as the excessively
broad State Codes are concerned. |

Therefore, it is recommended thut the Stute Education Department
greatly expand its Objective Codes such that each code numbered subskill
6n each level to which it is applicablé will mean essentially the same
thing regardiess of what student attempté to test for it, or in whatever
institution such striving for mastery will cccur.

2. The NEQ York State ObJective Codes for Reading fail to discriminate
various subcompoﬁent skills, as é;idenced By the weelth of overlap among ’
multiple State code listings for each given skill represented among the
forms and levels of the McGuire-2umpus Diagnostic Comprehension Tests
published by Croft Educational Services, Inc. (1971), as used for the
Croft program for Reading Comprehension and Word Analysis skills. ThusA
it is not‘readily poésible for teaggfrs to classify which New York State -
tujective(s), mastery on a given Crdft test page represents.

Therefore, it is recommended the New York State Education Department
greatly expand its Objécti&e Codes in Reading 8o that a specified Code
Number and L;vel is represented for every Croft skill tested which
will have the same meaning for any studeat in any institution so testing

for mastery on said skill.
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Recommendations with regard to instructional program.

1. An attendance problem is said to exist in some medium sized
and larger institutional settings where privately fundéd;child care staffs
do not adequately motivate attendance at the after-school hours remediél
reading and mathemarics sessions of this supplementary progrem.

Therefore, it is recommended that specific requests go .‘rom the
Program Office to the institutions concerned to be more cooperative
in motivating and assuring attendance of their children at the remédial
sessions of the Title I supplementary program.

2. Teaching by objectives in a completely individualized approach
has required refining of diagnostic skills in identifying areas of greatest
individual student needs. As a result, some Title I teachers newer to
the program have requested they receive additional on-job training.

Therefore, it is recommended that specialized small group training
workshops for an institution, or individual teacher training sessions
for a g;oup home be'pccaéionally conducted by field supervisors, relating
to newly approved commercially and locally developed special materials
‘as they are used for improved diagnosis and prescriptive teaching.

3. Under pressures of high staff turnover due to continuing waves
of layoffs and transfers, 1ong—tefm skills'(developed and maintained)

______ on the par§ of some Title I teachers, may be partially lacking, in most //\s
efficiently testing students to most accurately pinpoint rapidly seri?usly,,:”‘\\
deficient areas in reading and mathematics skills; and to préscribev

for these students materials from the largest possible resource of what

is available, presenting them in the media best suited to students'

' 4
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learning styles. Toward this end, some exploratory propos#ls géve been
advanced for computer.management of this process by Title I staff persons
from within the program.

Therefore, it is recommended that the Office of Education Evaluation
(cooperatively with creatively skilled Title I program teachers involved)
explore the possibilities on a pilot scale for the school year 1976-77
of setting up a Compuer-Management Instructional System (C.M.I,) for rapid
diagnosis of individual student deficiencies in reading/mathematics
together with alternaﬁive prescriptive strategies for their remediation.
Such a C,M.I. system could form a data bank for longitudinal study,

monitoring a student's educational progress over a period of years.

In view of the positive effects the program appears to have delivered
to institutionalized children by providing remedial services under Title I
o '
in the sixth year of its operation, it is strongly recommended that the

program be recycled for the 1976-7T school year.
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Appendix A: PROGRAM ABSTRACT

PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN B/E #09-696 36-79
: _ School Year 1975-1976
NYSED : S
CODES Neglected and Delinquent Reading --608 43-U6; 608 53-56
Neglected and Delinquent Mathematics-~-609 43-L46; 609 53-56
h (grades 1-12)

Activity Code: Small Group Instruction--720

Objective Codes: Reading 2101-2409 (discontinucus) .
Mathematics  1101-1902 {discontinuous)

N

Program Overview /

This Title I Special Education funding of $1,050,156 services 2,580
treatment cases for reading and mathematics in a supplementary after~-school
program from September 1975 through June 1976 inclusive, at a $453.89 per
pupil cost, thus exceeding the 2,200 treatment cases budgeted for in the
original Program Proposal and Evaluation Design at a per pupil cost of $509.29.

A diagnostic-prescriptive approach to improve basic reading and mathe-
matics skills of pupils needing remediaticn to reduce deficits of two or
more years was employed by 302 Title I funded part-time after-school public
school itinerant teachers in a totally individualized tutorial approach
wherein pupils interacted with specially prescribed materials in the
process of instruction-treatment,

Instruction took place in the institutional setting where these
neglected and/or delinquent children (ages 6 through 18) separated from
their genealogical families resided. Optimally, pupils received remedia-
tion at least twice weekly for more than 30 minutes per session.

Instrumentation

Measurement by objective featured the use of the McGuire-Bumpus:
Croft Reading and the Media Research Associates: Base Mathematics materials,
supplemented by a great variety of other instructional ang geming devices,
Individual student folders and Class Evaluation Record forms monitored the
Criterion Referenced testing continuous open-ended process, consisting of
narrowly focused pre- and posttests for each objective, on the level
appropriate to a pupil's progress.

Data Findings

4 The evaluation ccmponent of mastery of two or mere instructionel

;
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objectives was attained in mathematics but not in reading, for selected
objectives cnly. (Basis for objective selection was that over 25% of the
students attempted that objective.) Data for the evaluation component of
the number of ingtructional objectives mastered by tims intervals of
instruction were not accessible.

A high degree of pupil post-instruction mastery of selected objectives
in reading (range 77.2 to 93.3%), and in mathematics (range 67.7 to 98.1%)
was eyidenced. These positive data attest to the effectiveness of the
remedial instructional component.

Observational Findings

Twenty-two site visits of 146 locations in the program to 17 of the

- participating institutions revealed adequacy of both facilities and

materials to the remedial tasks undertaken. In general, flexibility
of facilities and abundance of materials wes greater in larger institu-
tional settings tham in smaller grovp homes visited. Since settings were
institutionai rather than educational, paradigms for the observational
analysis did not exist. However, teacher enthusiasm at these sites visited
was universal, student attendance at sessions often exceeded 90%, and
.sustained motivation ran high. Discrepancies, where found, were minimal
and usually related to administrative problems within an institution
totally without the framework of the Title I funding.

The program was observed as fully implemented and operational at all
sites visited, and appeared to be delivering its services (meeting the needs)
of the target population as defined in the original funding proposal.

Conclusion and Recommendations

It was concluded the program was achieving most of the cognitive
achievement objectives for which it was designed, and providing a valuable
service to the neglected and delinguent children reached.

Recommendations for continuous refunding were accompanied in the
report by specific recognition of continuing problems with the process
of criterion-referenced test coding procedures. Recommendations for
specialized training workshops in diagnostic pinpointing of student
deficiencies and for exploring computer management of the instructional
process, looking forward to a longitudinally maintained data bank of
student progress were detailed in the Final Evaluation Report.
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Appendix B: MIR REPORT

(See bound under separate cover.)
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APPENDIX 0 , OFFICR OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATIUN DATA L0SE TORM -
(attach to WIR, lten #30)  Function # (0-(¢6 36-79 (Sch. Ir, | 225 Z )

PROG
Tn this table enter all patg Ecﬁﬁ PIOPorI'nIﬁ}'gn'l’.UT%QME%ZME&’C}H&P and this form, all participants

{n cach activity mat be aécounted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of item $30
should be used here go that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further instructions,

" READING / NEGLECTED -

55

BRI B ® N
| Couponent | Activity | Group Test [Totsl|Mumber | Participants Reasony why students were not tested, or if
Code Code |LD. |Used | N |Tested/ | Not Tested/ tested, were not analyzed |
‘Hardi- _ C-H-T* Analvzed  Anelyzed Yumber/
cap = 00 Sin S Nl , ' Reagon
‘ Gr. .IécGuirew . , :
610(8|L 2101 1.9 [Pumpuss - Discharged 18
b 71210 1143 oOFT Mmoo | 8| 163 -
ROGAT! ) : Not Tested 10
) . Gr, ‘
610184141 | b wo | w5 | s | 10 Discharged 3
| - Not Tested 12
Gr, | ) | Discharged | !
61O[81LI5] [|! |7 W ust | | 30 : —
g Not Tested 5
Gr, - Discharged |
1610(81416 10-12 ;b2 b5 (- | 58 g :
. Y V ‘ _ Not Tested 1h
EDN AR AR

*0-R-1 = Criterlon-Referenced Tosting
(1) Identify vhe participants by specifiEpTude Teval (8.g., gmﬁ, grade 9), Where several gredes are combined,

entet the iast two digits of the component code,
(2) Tdentify the test used and year of publication (WAT-70, SIATT, etc.).
(3) Nunber of participants in the activity,
(4) Mumber of partieipants included in the pre and posttest calculations found on itentd0,
(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on itemf30,
&g ) Specify all reasons why students Viers not tested andfor analyzed, For each reason specified, provide 8 ceparatég
El{‘Cnnben: count; 1If any further documentation is available, please attach to this form, "If further space 1s
s e ded to specify and explain date loss, attach additional pages to this form,




' OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LOSS-FORM'-

(attach to MR, item #30)  Function #g-096 36-'29 (Sch Ir, 1975-]6]
PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDQ%T

* In this table enter ail pata {,098 information, Between MIR, item #30 and this form, all participants
{n each activity must be accounted fors” Thecomponent and activity codes used in completion of {tem #30
ghould be used here so that the two tables riatch, See definitions below teble for further {mstructions.

MATHEMATICS / NEGLECTED

A

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~ my @ 6 ® (3)° (6) |
Component | Activity | Group | Test [Total | Number | Participants | Reasons why students were not tested, or if
Code ‘Code |I,D, |Used | N |Tested/| WNot Tested/ tested, were not analyzed
Loar o oy y, Analyzed_ Analyzed .,ﬁumber/ ,
H'eap = 0 —— N % - ' Reason
o edla . .
' Gr. Z;'EMSU"" Discharged 12
: 0i9 b3 alglg) 193 ui B 6| th | 18 ot Dot 2
I
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6101944 b=b 149 | 140 9 | 6.0
- Not Tested 5
. . |
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610191k’ |79 B om | B | e |
| Not Tested 8
Cr, ' Discharged '
610(91k (6] [ || [10-17 | |29 26 | 13 | &3 g :
Y Y Not, Tosted 9
|
Tolem| me | 5 | 12
(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3; grade 9), Where several grades are combined,
enter the last two digits of the component-code, | .
(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, ete, )
(3) Number of participants in the activity,
(4) Mumber of participants included in the pre and posttest caleulations found on itenf30,
(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on itenf30, |
(6) Spectfy all reasons why students were not tested end/or analyzed, For each reason specified, provide a separate
nunber comnt, 1f any further documentation is available, pleage attach to this form, IE further space is |
needed to specify and expialn data loss, attach additional pages to this form, 60




OFFICE O EDUGKTIONAL EVALUATEON - DATA 10SS'Fondt .

) ! (attach to MIR, item#30)  Function #0Q-696 6- Sch, Yr, 1975.76

| PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN : 79 ( L7208
‘ In this table enter all pata 088 infornation, Between MR, item #30 and this Form, all participants
In each activity must be accounted fore The component and setivity codes used in completion of item #30
Bhould be used here go that the two tables mitchi See definitions below table for Furthes instructions,
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| | m oo e ® | (6) !
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(1) Identify the participents by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9), Where several gradea are comblned,

| enter the last two digits of the component code,

(2) Tdentify the test used and yesr of publication (WAT-70, STAT-74, ete.).

(3) Number of participants in the activity,

(4) Number of pnrticipa'qp {ncluded in the pre and posttest caleulations found on 1tem#30 :

(5) Nunbet and perceéat of Furticipants not tested and/or not analyzed on itemd30, 67

.(6) Séecify all reasons why students wére not tested and/or anslyzed, For each reason specified, provide a separate
swmber count, If any further documentation is available, please attach to this form, If further .space 18

EKC»ded to npecify and explain data loss, attech additional pages to this form,
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(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g4y grade 3, grade 9), Where several grades are comblned,
enter the last two digits of the component code, |

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, etc,),
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(3) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on {temf30,
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